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that the Assyrian official years had in truth been solar years for at least
a quarter of a millennium before Tiglath-Pileser I's day. The Assyrian
King Asshur-Uballit I (No. 73 in the Khorsabad List) was known, on
the evidence of the Tall-al- 'Amarnah Archives, to have been a contem-
porary of the Egyptian Emperor Ikhnaton, whose reign was known,
from the Egyptian evidence, to have fallen within the second quarter of
the fourteenth century B.C. (in the years 1380-1362, according to J. A.
Wilson's dating)1; and, on the basis of the figures in the Khorsabad
List, Asshur-Uballit's reign would be dated 1362-1327 B.C.2 if the lengths
of the reigns of kings Nos. 84 and 85 (two tuppu reigns) were assumed
to be zero and if the years in which the Khorsabad List was reckoning
were assumed to be solar years. There thus seemed to be positive
evidence in favour of making both these assumptions of PoebePs at
least as far upwards as this point in the Khorsabad List, and no evidence
against making PoebePs assumption that the years of the list were
solar years right back to the reign of Samsi-Adad I.

Dr. Sidney Smith attacked Poebel's assumption that the formula
flduppuu sarruta epus was equivalent to zero for chronological purposes
by impugning the philological contentions on which Poebel's assumption
had been based by Poebel himself.3 Smith had succeeded, in Rowton's
opinion,4 in demolishing Poebel's philological basis for the equation of
tuppisu with zero; but Rowton, for his part, proposed an alternative
philological interpretation of the phrase which, like PoebeFs interpreta-
tion, would equate it with zero in its usage in the Khorsabad List.
The question was whether the formula used in the Khorsabad List
meant, as Sidney Smith contended,5 'an indeterminate period*, or
whether it meant, as Rowton contended, an 'end-bit' required for
bringing a measure of capacity up to its full volume or bringing a
measure of time up to its full length. The answer turned on the inter-
pretation of the meaning of the Akkadian word tuppu in other contexts;
and on this matter no one who was not an Assyriologist, and an accom-
plished one, could presume to pass judgement. The issue was a crucial
one for the chronological question that is the subject of the present
note; for, if Smith's interpretation was right, the formula would mean
that the compiler of the Khorsabad List either had not known or had
not chosen to tell the length of the reign to which he was applying the
formula; and, considering that the formula is applied to no less than
eight reigns before we arrive (in a chronologically ascending order) at
the reign of Samsi-Adad I, this would mean that SamSi-Adad I's reign
was practically undatable on the basis of the Khorsabad List. On the
other hand, if Rowton's interpretation was right, the formula, as used

1 See Wilson, J. A.: The Burden of Egypt (Chicago 1951, University of Chicago Press),
p.vii,

a Mr. M. B. Rowton, in Vrdg, vol. viii (1946), p. 96, had calculated that Asshur-Ubal-
lit's accession year was, not 1362, but 1356 B.C. ; but there were also alternative datings of
Ikhnaton's reign, which brought the terminal date of this down to 1352 B.C. The con-
temporaneity of Ikhnaton and Asshur-Uballit was attested beyond dispute by the re-
trieval of correspondence between them in the Tall-al-'Amarnah Archives.

3 See Smith, Sidney: 'Middle Minoan I-II and Babylonian Chronology', in A.J.A.,
vol. xlix, No. i, pp. 1-24.

* See Rowton, M. B.: 'Tuppu and the Date of Hammurabi*, in J.JVJL&, vol. x (1951),
p-aoz,                                                                              s Ibid., p. 19.